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SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the Senate
will be in a period of morning business
until 6:45 p.m., with Senators speaking
for up to 10 minutes each. A vote on a
continuing resolution that funds the
Government for another day will occur
at approximately 6:45 p.m. if the papers
have been received from the House. We
will try, once again, to see if we can
get a vote before that time. The House,
I believe, goes in at 6, so we probably
will not have the papers before 6:45. We
will see if we can go ahead and arrange
for a vote to occur before that time but
hopefully no later than 6:45. Senators
will be updated throughout the after-
noon’s session.

By previous order, the Senate will
convene on Monday at 5 p.m. to con-
sider another continuing resolution.
That vote will occur at 7 p.m. and will
be the first vote of the day. I might say
that there have been meetings with the
appropriate Members of Congress and
the administration on Saturday. There
have been ideas exchanged—are being
exchanged even now—that are being
developed. I think we are very close,
even though it is never over until we
get an agreement on the final four or
five issues that are still in play.

I think it would be wise for the Sen-
ate, the House—the Congress—and the
administration to complete their work
as soon as possible so that we can leave
to be with our constituents and attend
to our duties back in our respective
States. But it is more important that
we look after the people’s business
first. We will continue, as we have been
now, until an agreement can be worked
out. We are prepared to exchange some
suggestions today, and hopefully we
will get some additional information
later on this afternoon.

It is still my hope that perhaps by
Tuesday we could have the final two or
three votes that would be required.
That would mean the Labor-HHS ap-
propriations bill, in whatever final
form it might be, would have to be filed
not later than Monday night. So we
would need to have time, of course, for
that to be filed and printed and for
Senators to have a chance to review it.
I presume that would then mean that
the vote, if it came on Tuesday, would
be late on Tuesday. But I will confer
with Senator REID—we were just talk-
ing about it—and with Senator
DASCHLE to make sure we give Sen-
ators the maximum amount of notifi-
cation when those substantive recorded
votes might occur.

Again, I do not want to give the im-
pression it is just about to be done, but
that would be our fervent hope. We will
give as much advance notice as pos-
sible for a final vote on the tax relief
package, and also the Labor-HHS ap-
propriations bill, and bankruptcy. I ex-
pect to file cloture on the bankruptcy
bill today or tomorrow, depending on
what might be happening with the
schedule.

With that, Mr. President, I see Sen-
ator REID is here. Would the Senator
like me to yield to him?

Mr. REID. For a brief statement.
Mr. LOTT. I am glad to yield.
Mr. REID. I hope the optimism I hear

in the leader’s voice is well founded. I
hope so. I think we have all worked
hard and should wrap this up. I say to
the leader, however, I hope today we
follow daylight savings time, even
though that is not what we have shown
in the Senate. As you can see, it is
really 5 after 4, not 5 after 5, as the
Senate clock shows us. So we will have
to make sure we go by the real time
and not by what is shown in the Senate
Chamber.

Mr. LOTT. Absolutely.
Mr. REID. Is that reasonable?
Mr. LOTT. That certainly is reason-

able.
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE UNI-
VERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI FOOT-
BALL TEAM
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I extend

my hearty congratulations to the Uni-
versity of Mississippi football team.
Their homecoming was yesterday. My
daughter and wife and son-in-law,
along with a large number of friends,
were there; I, however, was not there; I
was here. But our very worthy oppo-
nent was the Running Rebels of the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas. It
was a hard-fought victory in overtime.
The University of Mississippi prevailed
43–40. So I know all present would be
interested in having that information.
I extend my congratulations to Sen-
ator REID on his outstanding team and
his outstanding quarterback who al-
most gave me a very miserable Satur-
day night but, thank goodness, good
fortune did prevail.

Mr. REID. Mr. Leader, of course we
complained about the officiating.

Mr. LOTT. It sounds like something
you would hear in Washington.

Mr. REID. It was a great game. Even
though the University of Mississippi—
‘‘Ole Miss’’—was favored by 10 points,
it took overtime for them to win by 3
points. So it was a good game and a
worthy opponent, and the officiating
was very good.

Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor, Mr.
President.
f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.
f

MORNING BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business, for not to extend beyond the
hour of 6:45 p.m., equally divided be-
tween the two sides, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each.

The Senator from Idaho.
f

OUR ENERGY CRISIS
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thought

this time was an opportunity of which

I could take advantage to talk about
something we all experienced this
morning when we awakened here on
the east coast. That was the chill of
fall in the air.

I think most of us had failed to rec-
ognize that we were late into October
because the weather has been so mild
and so generally warm. But we are
really at the threshold of winter, and
as winter comes, so does cold weather.
And as cold weather comes, the aver-
age American reaches to the thermo-
stat on the wall of his or her home and
begins to turn it up.

This fall, as that experience occurs,
something else is going to happen in
America that will be very dramatic,
and that will be the turning up of the
heating bill because, whether it is elec-
tricity or oil for space heating, the cost
of those commodities in the average
American’s household budget has in-
creased dramatically.

In fact, in the Northeast, where home
heating oil for space heat is a major
commodity, those costs will have bet-
ter than doubled since last year and
could go even higher this year as the
amount of supplies for those needs con-
tinues to not increase at the rate of de-
mand.

Why has this happened? Why are we
at the threshold of an energy crisis in
this country that we have not experi-
enced in a long, long while?

In nearly every part of the energy
consumer basket—be it electricity, or
home heating oil, or automobile gaso-
line, or diesel for our truck transpor-
tation, or fuel for the great turbines of
the jet engines that fly Americans
across America—there is no surplus
today.

That is a historic fact. This country
was built on the abundance of energy.
Our successes in our economy have al-
ways been the result of having the nec-
essary energy to accomplish what we
wanted. It was always one of the least-
cost items in that accumulation of
costs that made up the price to the
consumer of a product on the market
shelf. That is no longer the case.

For the next few moments, I would
like to once again address, as have I
and other Senators for the last year
and a half, the energy crisis we are now
into and why we are there.

Largely, it gained our attention
about a year ago when we became
aware that the members of the OPEC
countries were going to move the price
of oil from about $10 a barrel to $28–$30
a barrel. It had been selling for around
$10 in the world spot market, and it
was beginning to increase because they
were beginning to decrease their pro-
duction.

Admittedly, no one was making
money at $10 a barrel. Whether it is oil
of the Middle East or oil in Texas or
Oklahoma or on the overthrust belt of
the west in Colorado and Wyoming, oil
is not profitable at $10 a barrel simply
because of the cost of production and
compliance, especially in this country,
with environmental rules and regula-
tions. Somewhere at $17 to $20 a barrel
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is where it begins to be profitable. So
for a long time, for the last several
years, we were operating on less-than-
profitable oil for at least the producers.

For the consumer, it was a bonus. I
remember just a year ago, across the
Potomac in Northern Virginia, I
bought regular gasoline for 90 cents a
gallon. Today, one is going to pay at
least $1.60 to $1.75, maybe even more
than that, depending on your location
and the location of the particular serv-
ice station. That is a dramatic in-
crease. That is a 110–120 percent in-
crease. So that 90-cent gas, while there
was a bit of a price war going on out in
Northern Virginia at the time, was
still based on $10-a-barrel oil.

We know that has changed. We saw it
change. Now we see the Arab nations
receiving anywhere from $28 to $30, $31,
$32, $33 a barrel for their crude oil.
That all translates into a much greater
cost at the pump to the consumer, but
it also translates into a variety of
other things.

As we know, the petrochemical in-
dustry of this country is involved in al-
most all we do and sometimes a lot of
what we wear because of the byprod-
ucts of the petrochemical industry, be
it plastics or nylon or a combination of
consumer goods. Slowly but surely, the
increased cost of those byproducts is
beginning to roll across the American
economy.

The other evening I did a conference
call in Idaho with a group of farmers.
They happened to be sugar beet farm-
ers and potato farmers. The price of po-
tatoes is well below break even this
year. It has been for 3 years. Many of
those farmers will not make money
again this year, and they are very frus-
trated. Some of them will lose their
farms. It is also true in sugar beets,
with the price of sugar at near an all-
time low.

What they were most concerned
about was their energy costs. As we all
know, agriculture is a large consumer
of energy. It is an intensive industry.
Those large tractors and trucks used in
the process of farming all consume
large quantities of energy. The pes-
ticides, insecticides, herbicides are all
hydrocarbon or petrochemical based.
All of their costs have started going
up. Fertilizer costs will nearly double
this year as a direct result of energy
costs because when you are dealing
with phosphates and phosphate fer-
tilizers, huge volumes of energy are
used to transform those from the rock
to the fertilizer product that ulti-
mately goes to the ground that the
farmer uses.

All of those costs are going up, and
all of them are based on one simple
fact; that in this economy, the energy
costs to the consumer have nearly dou-
bled in just about a year. So the farm-
ers, while their prices were at an all-
time low, were talking to me about en-
ergy. What is this country going to do?
What is this administration going to
do. What is this Congress going to do
about an energy policy that would ulti-

mately begin to bring those prices
down. They were dramatically con-
cerned.

When the Congress gets back in Jan-
uary and February, we are going to
hear a hue and cry coming out of the
Northeast in relation to the cost of
space heat and home heating oil, even
though we have tried to deal with that
in short-term measures. But those are
some of the circumstances in which we
are involved.

The consumer is still going to the
pump, and they are still filling up their
vehicles. In most instances, consumers
are working. They all have good jobs at
this time. We are at nearly full em-
ployment. Nobody has really stopped
to factor in that over the course of a
year, they are going to be paying more
than $300, $400, sometimes $500 out of
their household budget for their energy
costs than they did a year ago. But it
will be the single highest increase in
relation to cost over a 12-month period
of any one item the American con-
sumer will buy this year. It will be
their energy. Never in the history of
this country has energy gone up that
fast for that sustained period of time
and affected all segments of the econ-
omy.

Those are some of the realities we
are facing. Let me, for a few moments,
explore why it has all happened. We
now import about 56 percent of our
supply of crude oil. That has gone up
very dramatically over the last few
years. In 1975, when we established the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, we were
36-percent dependent on foreign oil.
The political rhetoric at that time—I
was not here; the Presiding Officer was
not here—was loud and boisterous:
Never again will America be dependent
on foreign sources of oil; we will estab-
lish a Strategic Petroleum Reserve in
case of a national or an international
crisis. Never will we have to be held
hostage to the attitudes or the polit-
ical concerns of a small group of Arab
nations known as OPEC.

That was 1975 when we were 36-per-
cent dependent. So we established SPR
and we put hundreds of millions of bar-
rels of oil in a salt dome down in Lou-
isiana as a special reserve to be used in
an international or national emergency
where supply would be disrupted.

Today, we are 58-percent dependent
on foreign oil, not 36-percent depend-
ent.

I have run my 10 minutes and there
are others here to speak. I ask unani-
mous consent to continue for 5 more
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRAIG. We have not heard this
administration in any way talk about
the need to change things very much.
Why is that the case? Why are we now
at the threshold I have described?

The large reason is that for the last
8 years, during a time when this de-
pendency on foreign oil has sky-
rocketed, we have had no energy policy
coming from the Clinton-Gore adminis-

tration. In fact, in almost every in-
stance, they have, by rule and regula-
tion or by process slowed down produc-
tion in our fundamental sources of en-
ergy, be it domestic crude production,
down 14 percent over the last decade;
be it any exploration because of new
environmental regulations; the inabil-
ity to get out on the land and explore,
even though our oil companies have
the highest environmental standards to
protect the land and to protect the en-
vironment around any new discoveries
and developments.

Out in my State of Idaho and in the
Pacific Northwest, this administration
is talking about taking down four very
large hydrodams. They believe that by
doing so and turning the Snake and the
Columbia Rivers back to a more nat-
ural flow, they could actually improve
fisheries. Somebody says: It is only 5
percent of the supply.

Well, 5 percent of the supply of that
region from those four dams generates
enough electricity for the entire city of
Seattle, WA—again, another attitude
as to why we are not producing this
and solving this problem but simply
getting more deeply into this problem.

Well, there are a lot of other reasons,
and my time is short. But as a result of
all of those problems and no solution
coming from the administration—well,
they did have one solution. They sent
Bill Richardson, the Secretary of En-
ergy, to the Middle East, and he had in
his briefcase a tin cup. He got it out
and he held out his tin cup and he said
to the Arab Emirate oil nations: Please
fill up my cup; please turn your valves
on. You see, we have no energy policy.
You are our supplier. We are victim to
your political and economic whims.

That has been the energy policy of
the Clinton administration. That is the
only real thing they have attempted to
do, other than the politically charged
action to open the SPR and bring
about 30 million barrels of oil out of
there to somehow change the price and
the supply. Of course, we have held sev-
eral hearings on that and, no, that
hasn’t happened. But this year, I, Sen-
ator FRANK MURKOWSKI, TRENT LOTT,
and many others introduced the Na-
tional Energy Security Act of 2000, S.
2575. We brought it to the floor. It is a
major, new effort to bring our depend-
ency on foreign oil at or below 50 per-
cent, to encourage and maximize utili-
zation of alternative fuels and renew-
able energy and increased domestic
supply of not only oil but gas produc-
tion, because natural gas has better
than doubled in price in less than a
year.

Yet this administration sits happily
by, as if nothing were occurring, know-
ing very clearly, but not wanting to
talk very loudly in this political sea-
son, that their energy policy will drive
costs to the consuming public to a
higher rate than ever in the history of
our country. Their only real good argu-
ment is that they did it all in the name
of the environment.

In closing, let me talk about the en-
vironment we are about to experience.
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It is going to be a cold environment
this winter. That is a normal environ-
ment then. When elderly people and
poor people have to make choices this
winter between food and medicine and
heat, that is not a very good environ-
ment. We will do all we can here to
supply them with alternative resources
to hold down their heating bills, but
there is one remaining fundamental
fact about why they must make those
choices in this environment. We have
lived for 8 years without an energy pol-
icy coming from this administration,
except one—the tin cup in the hand of
Bill Richardson—and a policy that
somehow the production of hydro-
carbons in our country was environ-
mentally damaging. I think most of us
know that is no longer true today.

So I thought as I awoke this morning
and felt the cool in the air and turned
up the thermostat on the wall, while I
may be able to afford my heating bill
this winter, I know a good many people
won’t be able to afford theirs. That is a
tragedy in this country that should not
have to happen—a country that has al-
ways been so wise to allow the market-
place to provide one of the great abun-
dances that we have always had that
has set our Nation apart from all oth-
ers, in our ability to produce and suc-
ceed, and that was an abundant supply
of energy.

In 8 short years, that abundant sup-
ply has dwindled to a point where we
really have no surpluses at all today.
The average demand for growth in en-
ergy goes up 1.4 percent in our country
on an annualized basis, and we have
only increased production by 0.4 per-
cent in the last 8 years—in all seg-
ments of energy. That tells you one
thing very clearly. Somebody has
failed along the way, and I must tell
you, serving on the Energy Committee
and studying and examining this issue
very thoroughly over the last several
years, I know who has failed. It is the
Clinton-Gore administration. They
failed to recognize the reality of the
marketplace, the reality of the world
production supply, and disallowing us
from producing our way out of it.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada is recognized.
f

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY SOURCES

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have the
greatest respect for my friend from
Idaho. We served together in the
House, and we have worked together
many years on public resources issues
dealing with the West. I don’t mean to
be disagreeable, but on this issue we
simply disagree. I am going to take a
couple of minutes because I have told
the Senators from Ohio and Iowa they
can speak next.

The oil problem started in the Repub-
lican administration; it certainly
wasn’t the fault of the Republican ad-
ministration. There was an embargo by
the OPEC nations. Following that,
there was an bipartisan effort to

change things. There were incentives
to develop oil shale, do alternative en-
ergy with wind and solar and geo-
thermal. But with the oil glut that
came about, all of that was taken
away. Some of the research involving
alternative energy was simply not re-
newed by Congress. That is too bad.

During the years of the Clinton-Gore
administration, they have tried very
hard every year that I have served on
committees and subcommittees with
jurisdiction to deal with energy mat-
ters. They have tried every year—espe-
cially in the appropriations process—to
get more money for development of al-
ternative energy sources. They have
been stymied every time.

We should also understand that if we
could reduce the consumption of fuel in
America—for example, if we had more
fuel-efficient cars and if we had auto-
mobiles that were 3 miles per gallon
more efficient, we would save a million
barrels of oil a day.

There are things we need to do here.
We need to join in a bipartisan effort,
not a finger-pointing effort, to develop
energy policy in this country. None of
us wants to be dependent on foreign
oil. In fact, with the oil being so cheap,
there was no incentive for us to do it.
Congress failed, and it wasn’t simply
that we didn’t meet what the adminis-
tration wanted. Certainly, this legisla-
tion has been suggested by my friend
from Idaho, has as its centerpiece oil
development in ANWR, the pristine
Arctic wilderness, which we are not
going to do.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa.
f

TAX LEGISLATION

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, last
week, we started to debate a tax bill
and it had to be brought down because
there wasn’t consent to move ahead on
it. Before we adjourn and go home,
hopefully, we will pass a tax bill. But
there are a lot of provisions in that bill
that are very good; common sense dic-
tates them; and a lot of these are very
bipartisan. So the President has
threatened to veto the tax bill. I want
to bring up some of these issues and
ask the President why he would veto
something as good as these provisions,
where there is bipartisan consensus
that we ought to pass them.

Obviously, this bill doesn’t contain
everything I would like to see in it as
a Member of the Senate. As a member
of the Finance Committee, we have a
chance to be on the ground floor of the
drafting of the legislation coming out
of that committee. On the other hand,
no one person, even a member of the
committee, can get everything he
wants in the bill. There are even some
things in this bill that I don’t like, but
on balance it will do a lot of good for
a lot of people. Therefore, I think it
should be enacted.

To begin with, the bill contains a
number of provisions I authored or co-

authored with some colleagues and
these are the bipartisan provisions that
I am thinking about. For instance, on
the issue of pensions, I worked very
closely with Senator GRAHAM of Flor-
ida—several critical pension provi-
sions. As we anticipate the upcoming
retirement of the baby boomers, we are
always astonished at how much it is
going to cost during their retirement.
Retirement is expensive, not only due
to rising life expectancy but also be-
cause inflation and taxes must be
factored into the cost of retirement.

We keep insisting that baby
boomers—now 10 years away from their
retirement—must do more to prepare
for that retirement. How can they do
that if we don’t give them the tools
they need? This bill has a lot to do
with that because it would make small
but significant steps to improve the
ability of baby boomers and subsequent
generations to prepare for retirement.
This bill will increase retirement sav-
ings and the national savings rates by
allowing workers to save more in their
pension plan or in their individual re-
tirement account.

How can the President find disagree-
ment on that point—the necessity of
having better pension systems, the ne-
cessity for updating the individual re-
tirement accounts so more can be
saved in those accounts and so more
people can be encouraged to save in
those accounts?

Our bill would restore section 415
limits for pension contributions closer
to—not all the way, I am sorry to say—
where they were before the 1993 tax in-
crease bill was passed.

You remember that 1993 tax increase
bill? As Senator MOYNIHAN said on the
floor of the Senate, it was the largest
tax increase in the history of the world
after Bob Dole said it was the largest
increase in the history of the country.

That was a pretty significant tax in-
crease in 1993. You remember that it
passed on the tie-breaking vote of Vice
President GORE as he sat right there in
the chair. He cast the tie-breaking vote
to pass a tax bill that most all Repub-
licans thought was bad for the country.
Even some Democrats thought it was
bad for the country. When Republicans
were in the minority, it would have
still died on a 49-to-49 vote—except for
the tie-breaking vote of the Vice Presi-
dent.

This bill will restore some of the bad
aspects that the 1993 tax bill had on
pensions contributions with these 415
limits. This bill increases existing IRA
contribution limits because under this
bill Americans would be able to con-
tribute $5,000 annually. That is an in-
crease up from the current $2,000 max-
imum contribution. This IRA limit has
not been increased in the 18 years since
the last time it was effective.

For workers without a pension, a
pretax individual retirement account is
one of the best ways they can save for
retirement. This limit is being in-
creased for traditional IRAs and Roth
IRAs.
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